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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Status 

1 . Claims 1-3 have been presented for reconsideration. No claims have been 
added or cancelled. Claims 1-3 are now pending in the instant application. 

2. Applicants' arguments submitted 11/4/2005 have been fully considered, 
Examiners response is as follows. 

Claim Objections 

3. Examiner acknowledges the amendment to claim 2. Consequently the 
objection is withdrawn. 

Claim Objections 

4. Based on Applicant's amendment, and on the informal language present 
in the claims it is difficult to determine Applicants claimed invention and the 
following objections are made. 

Claim 1 

- Objection is made to the phrase "the three-dimensional model immediately 
before the part is deleted or modified is stored", it is difficult to determine what 
Applicant has intended to cover with such a phrase as noted in the claim 
interpretation section below. 

- Objection is made to the phrase "each component" in line 2, it is difficult to 
determine to what "each component" belongs to or is. 
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- Objection is made to the limitation "reproducing" in line 4, it is difficult to 
determine if the model has been produced before or not. 

- Objection is made to the limitations on lines 4-6, it is difficult to determine 
the direct relation between "stacking parts" and the processing that modifies and 
deletes the model on the screen. 

- Objection is made to the limitation of "reproducing" on line 7, it is difficult to 
determine if this reproduction action is viewed on the screen. 

- Objection is made to the limitation of "if in line 8, if the prior art does not 
meet the "if condition it does not need to teach the limitations following the "if 
condition. 

- Objection is made to the limitation "certain part" in line 9, it is difficult to 
determine what roll the limitation "certain part" entails. The "certain part" as 
recited does not have to contain the cause of non-reproducibility. 

- Objection is made to the limitation "the part" in line 11 it is difficult to 
determine which part "the part" is referring to. 

- Objection is made to the informal language of "the three-dimensional 
model immediately before the part is deleted or modified is stored" found in lines 
11-12. The limitation "three-dimensional model immediately before the part" is 
difficult to understand, specifically what "the part" is referring to and what the 
three-dimensional model looks like immediately before the part. 

- Objection is made the phrase "the stored immediately preceding three- 
dimensional model" found in line 13, it is difficult to determine if the model of line 
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11 is being referred to in phrase "the stored immediately preceding three- 
dimensional model". 

- Objection is made to the limitation of "the non-reproducible part" found in 
line 18, it is difficult to determine what part "the non-reproducible part" is referring 
to. 

- Objection is made to the phrase "a difference of the shape and reference 
data between both of the three-dimensional models is determined to extract 
shape and reference data which are missing from the non-reproducible part" 
found in lines 16-18. It is difficult to determine how the missing data needed to 
complete the part is found on the non-reproducible part, the Examiner postulates 
that the information necessary to complete the part is found in the reproducible 
part which is not missing any shape or reference data. 

Claim 2 

- Objection is made to the limitation "the nonreproducible part" in line 2, it is 
difficult to determine what part the "nonreproducible" is. 

Claim 3 

- Objection is made to the limitation "the part" in line 3, it is difficult to 
determine which part "the part" is referring to. 

- Objection is made to the claim in general. Examiner is having trouble 
determining that if the modification plan to reproduce the part is shown on the 
screen why the user needed to execute that plan. From this claim it is apparent 
that the invention only finds the problem, and is incapable of executing the plan 
without the user implementing said plan. 
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Appropriate consideration is required. 

Claim Interpretation 

5. Claim 1 is being interpreted accordingly. The first limitation of "the three- 
dimensional model immediately before the part is deleted or modified is stored" is 
interpreted as "the three-dimensional model is stored, right before each 
additional part stacked is modified or deleted." This has been done for clarity. 
Likewise this is considered as the conventional "undo" feature. Appropriate 
consideration is required. 

It is difficult for Examiner to determine what the meets and bounds of the 
limitation "the three-dimensional model immediately before the part is deleted or 
modified is stored". Applicant does not agree with the claim interpretation as 
given above (Applicant's Remarks: Page 5 lines 2-3). However, applicant does 
not give any clarification as to the meets and bounds of the limitation to which 
interpretation was necessary. The disparity between Examiners interpretation 
and the lack 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or 
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before 
the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,828,963 to Ari Rapporport, hereafter "Rappoport," 

Regarding claim 1 , Rappoport discloses a three-dimensional CAD system 
which comprises allotting shape data indicating the shape of a part to each 
component, allotting reference data indicating a reference relation to between 
components, reproducing a three-dimensional model on a screen by sequentially 
stacking parts to be stacked on the already stacked parts based on the shape 
data and the reference data, processing to delete or modify parts of the three- 
dimensional model on the screen, reproducing the three-dimensional model with 
its part deleted or modified, and if reproduction of the three-dimensional model is 
stopped at a certain part, searching for the cause of non-reproducibility. See 
Figures 4, 5, 6 and the corresponding portions of Rappoport's specification for 
this disclosure. 

In particular, Rappoport teaches "a three-dimensional CAD system which 
comprises allotting shape data indicating the shape of a part to each component, 
allotting reference data indicating a reference relation to between components, 
reproducing a three-dimensional model on a screen by sequentially stacking 
parts to be stacked on the already stacked parts based on the shape data and 
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the reference data, processing to delete or modify parts of the three-dimensional 
model on the screen, reproducing the three-dimensional model with its part 
deleted or modified, and if reproduction of the three-dimensional model is 
stopped at a certain part, searching for the cause of non-reproducibility, wherein: 

- the three-dimensional model immediately before the part is deleted 
or modified is stored [version and extraction/creation information, such as 
undo logs or rollback logs, can be created to back-out or re-write changes 
that fail when the CAD data exchange is taking place, or to recreate a 
particular instance of the CAD design (Column 5, lines 25-29)]; 

- the stored immediately preceding three-dimensional model is 
shown on the same screen together with the non-reproducible three- 
dimensional model whose reproduction was stopped at the certain part 
[FIG. 9B is a screen shot 905 detailing aspects of a selecting an object, 
which is one useful process to which the user emulation techniques can 
be applied (Column 13, lines 44-60)]; and 

- a difference of the shape and reference data between both of the 
three-dimensional models is determined to extract shape and reference 
data which are missing from the non-reproducible part, and the extracted 
shape and reference data are converted into information indicating the 
cause of non-reproducibility and shown on the screen 

[FIGs. 9A-C depict aspects of user emulation, which is a fallback or alternative technique 
used to perform the extraction and creation processes... the user emulation techniques 
are used to gather information on wither the source CAD model or the target CAD model 
(Column 11, line 65 - Column 12, line 9) FIG. 9B is a screen shot 905 detailing aspects 
of a selecting an object, which is one useful process to which the user emulation 
techniques can be applied (Column 13, lines 44-60)]" as claimed. 
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Applicant's Argument 

Applicant cannot find where the teaching of Rapporport suggest the use of 
(undo) such a limitation in the manner defined in the present claims 1-3. 
Examiners Response 

Examiner provided such a citation teaching that undo logs or rollback logs, 
can be created to back-out or re-write changes that fail Examiner finds this 
pertinent to the claimed limitation. Furthermore the use of the persistent bridge 
data structure 402' (Column 5 lines 16-17) that uses such logs teaches the 
claimed limitation. 

Applicant's Argument 

Rappoport is not concerned with the use of a CAD system itself, which 
includes processing a three-dimensional model displayed on a screen to delete 
or modify parts of the model, as required in the present claims. For this reason 
Rappoport cannot be used to contemplate or suggest the claimed limitations. 
Examiners Response 

Rappoport is directed to the use of a CAD system insomuch as Applicants 
claimed invention is also directed to the use of a CAD system. The user- 
emulation portion of the reference teaches such use of a CAD system when the 
other means of reproducing a part have failed. 
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Applicant's Argument 

Applicant cannot find where the teachings of Rappoport suggest that the 
stored immediately preceding three-dimensional model is shown on the same 
screen together with a non-reproducible three-dimensional model is shown on 
the same screen together with a non-reproducible three-dimensional model 
whose reproduction was stopped at the certain part. 
Examiners Response 

As part of the claim interpretation above the reference teaches the 
claimed invention. The displayed model stored immediately before the parts is 
deleted or modified shown is the same model as the non-reproducible three- 
dimensional model whose reproduction was stopped at the certain part. 
Furthermore it is neither clear nor necessary that the certain part to which the 
invention claims contains the non-reproducible part, which is the basis of 
applicant's arguments from here forward. Furthermore Applicant describes a 
prior art system on page 3 disclosing the purported difference between the 
reference and the claims. 

Regarding claim 2, Rappoport discloses the three-dimensional CAD 
system according to claim 1 , "wherein the non-reproducible part is shown at the 
pertinent position on the non-reproducible three-dimensional model on the 
screen [FIG. 9B is a screen shot 905 detailing aspects of a selecting an object, 
which is one useful process to which the user emulation techniques can be 
applied (Column 13, lines 44-60)]" as claimed. 
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Regarding claim 3, Rappoport discloses the three-dimensional CAD 
system according to claim 1, "wherein a modification plan to reproduce the three- 
dimensional model having the part deleted or modified is shown on the screen 

[Figure 9B, Although optional, a bridge structure 402' is shown in FIG. 6. The bridge 
structure 402' can be universal data type or product representation-that is, an 
intermediate data type that is not, strictly speaking, the target data type. Thus, the bridge 
structure 402' can include additional information concerning the source CAD model, the 
target CAD model, and extraction and creation information that can be used for a 
lossless, two-way data exchange (Column 10, lines 1-8)]" as claimed. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Luke Osborne whose telephone number is 
(571 ) 272-4027. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Leo P. Picard can be reached on (571) 272-3749. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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